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The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) prohibits discrimination in all its
programs and activities on the basis of race, color, national origin, gender,
religion, age, disability, political beliefs, sexual orientation, or marital or family
status. (Not all prohibited bases apply to all programs.) Persons with
disabilities who require alternative means for communication of program
information (Braille, large print, audiotape, etc.) should contact USDA’s
TARGET Center at 202-720-2600 (voice and TDD).

To file a complaint of discrimination, write USDA, Director of Civil Rights,
Room 326-W, Whitten Building, 14" and Independence Avenue, SW,

W ashington, DC 20250-9410 or call 202-720-5964 (voice and TDD). USDA
is an equal opportunity provider and employer.

Mention of companies or commercial products in this report does not imply
recommendation or endorsement by the U.S. Department of Agriculture
over others not mentioned. USDA neither guarantees nor warrants the
standard of any product mentioned. Product names are mentioned solely
to report factually on available data and to provide specific information.

This publication reports research involving pesticides. All uses of pesticides
must be registered by appropriate State and/or Federal agencies before they
can be recommended.

CAUTION: Pesticides can be injurious to humans, domestic animals,
desirable plants, and fish or other wildlife—if they are not handled or applied
properly. Use all pesticides selectively and carefully. Follow recommended
practices for the disposal of surplus pesticides and pesticide containers.



Addendum

Introduction

On Jduly 9, 1998, asingle, male Medfly was detected in Sebring (Highlands County), Florida.
Subsequent detections (over 100 M edflies) have confirmed the presence of aninfestationinthearea,
incommercial grapefruit groves. The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), Animal and Plant
Health Inspection Service (APHIYS), in cooperation with the Florida Department of Agricultureand
Consumer Services (FDACS) have determined that an emergency eradication program isnecessary
to prevent substantial agricultural and environmental damage from thisinvasive alien pest species.

The potentia environmental impacts of emergency eradication programs, such asthis program, have
been analyzed in acomprehensive, generic way in aprogrammatic environmental analysis, the
“Medfly Cooperative Eradication Program, Final Environmental |mpact Statement—1993." For
Centra Florida, including the area of the present Sebring infestation, potential environmental
impacts were analyzed asrecently as April 1998 in asite-specific environmenta assessment (EA),
the* Medfly Cooperative Eradication Program, Central Florida, Environmental Assessment, April
1998.”

Thisaddendum to the April 1998 EA has been prepared to accommodate certain site-specific
characteristics of the Sebring areaand to report on the status of potential new aternativesfor Medfly
control. Characteristicsof the Sebring area, while not unique when compared to other areas of
Central Florida, have been given further consideration in thisaddendum: the presence of many
water bodiesand endangered and threatened species (E& T species). The statusof two potential new
aternativesfor Medfly control, SureDye and spinosad, were also considered.

APHIS authority for cooperation in the program isbased upon the Organic Act (7 United States
Code (U.S.C.) 147a), which authorizesthe Secretary of Agricultureto carry out operationsto
eradicateinsect pests, and the Federal Plant Pest Act (7 U.S.C. 150dd), which authorizesthe
Secretary of Agricultureto useemergency measuresto prevent the dissemination of plant pests new
to or not widely distributed throughout the United States.

Site-specific Characteristics

Therecent discovery of the Medfly infestation near Sebring madeit necessary for APHIStotakea
second ook at the environmental issues and consequences of the expanded eradication for central
Florida. In particular, APHIS considered the presence of large water bodiesand E& T species.

There are several large bodies of water in and near theinfested area. Lake Jackson and Lake Lotela
arelocated due south and due north of the present infestation, respectively. TheKissmmeeRiveris
east of thislocation. Program managerswill employ appropriate buffersto reduce the potential for
pesticidedrift to al major bodies of water.



Thissiteispart of the central Floridaridge, an areawhere the nontarget species composition
includesmany E& T species. Although the species of concern are not expected to be found in any of
theinfested groves, program actions could affect nearby sitesthrough disturbance of breeding
habitats and drift of pesticides. The present infestation isnorth of Sebring and not adjacent to
Highlands Hammock State Park or other critical habitat, but further delimitation of the infestation
may include sites closeto these habitats. There are some groves adjacent to the park boundaries.
The Avon Park Bombing Range covers most of the areanortheast of theinfestation. Military sites
such asthisare often habitat for endangered and threatened speciesalso. APHISisconsulting with
theU.S. Fishand Wildlife Service (FWS) about protection measuresrequired to prevent adverse
effectsto endangered and threatened speciesin thisregion. Thelocal FWS officeat Vero Beach has
communicated that the proposed ground applicationswill not adversely impact any endangered and
threatened speciesin theimmediate area. APHISwill continuelocal consultation to address any
issuesthat relate to expansion of the Medfly infestation or the need to expand or change pesticide
applications (increased spatial coverage or need for aerial applications).

Status of Potential New Alternatives

A great deal of attention has been focused on potential new alternativesfor Medfly and fruit fly
control, especially aternativesthat in the future may serve as substitutesfor the organophosphate
pesticide, malathion. Two of thesethat APHISis considering and that are probably the most
promising are SureDye and spinosad. SureDye isaphotoactive dye that iscombined with abait
whichisattractiveto fruit flies. Oncethey consumeit, the dye becomes activated by sunlight,
generating aform of oxygen that istoxicto theinsects. Spinosad isafermentation-derived pesticide,
registered for use on cotton, citrus, and leafy vegetables, and considered by EPA to bea* reduced-
risk” pesticide. The USDA Agricultural Research Service (ARS) isworking with APHIS and many
State departments of agricultureto devel op and test new control technologies, including SureDye
and spinosad.

APHIS analyzed the potential enviromental impacts of the use of SureDyefor the control of fruit
fliesintwo risk assessmentsin 1995. Although SureDye shows great potential for use against fruit
flies, it must beregistered by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) beforeit can be used
by APHIS and its cooperatorsin acontrol program. Inresponseto ARS' request for an
experimental use permit (EUP) to test SureDye on coffee, EPA has denied the permit until an
adequate registration application packageis submitted by the material’ s manufacturer, PhotoDye.
EPA has said there are significant data gapsin the application package rel ating to product chemistry
and acutetoxicology, and that the registration (and the EUP) could moveforward when the
additional dataissubmitted. The pesticideregistration processiscostly. APHISand its State
cooperator are prohibited from supporting or funding (discriminating in favor of) asingle
commercial concernin such endeavors.

APHISwould liketo see spinosad tested, but ARS has not yet submitted itsrequest for an EUP.

The processwill incur delays (Eederal Reqgister notices, sciencereviews, etc.), and evenif ARS
could submit acompl ete application immediately, the EPA hasadvised that it could not approvethe
permit before August 15, 1998. (APHIS originally intended to perform simultaneous efficacy
testing, comparing the effectiveness of bait formulations of malathion, SureDye, and spinosad for the
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protection of coffeein Hawaii, but was a so denied an EUP for the malathion testing based on the
lack of tolerance datafor that agricultural product.) Insummary, therefore, there were no additional
alternativesfor the control of Medfly available at the time of detection of the Sebring infestation.



Finding of No Significant Impact
for
Addendum to: Medfly Cooperative Eradication Program
Central Florida (Sebring, Florida)
Environmental Assessment, July 1998

The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), Animal and Plant Health I nspection Service
(APHIS), has prepared an addendum to therevised Central FloridaMedfly Cooperative Eradication
Program environmental assessment (EA) that analyzesalternativesfor control of the M editerranean
Fruit fly (Medfly), an exotic pest that has been found in Central Florida. The addendum and EA,
incorporated by reference into thisdocument, are available from:

USDA, APHIS PPQ or USDA, APHIS PPQ
Tampa Work Unit Program Support

4951-B East Adamo Drive, Suite 220 4700 River Road, Unit 134
Tampa, FL 33605 Riverdale, MD 20737-1236

The EA for this program analyzed alternatives of (1) no action, (2) Medfly suppression (including
chemicals), (3) Medfly suppression (without chemicals), (4) Medfly eradication (including
chemicals), and (5) Medfly eradication (without chemicals). Each of those alternativeswas
determined to have potentia environmental consequences. APHI S selected Medfly eradication
(including chemicals) using an integrated pest management approach for the proposed program
because of its capability to achieve eradication in away that a so reduces the magnitude of those
potentia environmental consequences.

APHIShas prepared aprogrammeati ¢ bi ol ogical assessment for endangered and threatened species
and iscurrently conducting an emergency consultation with the U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish
and Wildlife Service (FWS), with regard to the protection of endangered and threatened speciesor
thelr critical habitats. APHISwill adhereto protective measures designed specifically for this
program and mutually agreed upon with FWS,

| find that implementation of the proposed program will not significantly impact the quality of the
human environment. | have considered and base my finding of no significant impact for the
incorporated addendum and EA on the quantitative and qualitative risk assessments of the proposed
pesticides, review of the program’ soperational characteristics, and the site-specific aspectsof the
proposed program’sarea. Inaddition, | find that the environmental process undertaken for this
program isentirely consistent with the principlesof “environmental justice” asexpressedin
Executive Order No. 12898. Lastly, because | have not found evidence of significant environmental
impact associated with thisprogram, | further find that an environmental impact statement does not
need to be prepared and that the program may proceed.

/S July 27, 1998
Michadl J. Shannon Date
State Plant Health Director




